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	The proposed scholarly project aims at implementing motivational interviewing (MI) to address nonadherence to psychotropic medications. The search for relevant literature canvassed several electronic databases, including PubMed, CINAHL, PsycINFO, and Cochrane Central Register of Controlled Trials (CENTRAL). As supported by Tawfik et al. (2019), combining several databases broadened the scope of the search, decreasing the changes of missing relevant articles. The primary objective was to identify studies focused on MI for medication adherence and behavioral change models used in mental health nursing. The keywords included “motivational interviewing,” “medication adherence,” “adherence interventions,” “behavioral interventions,” “psychotropic medications,” “health behavior change,” and “mental health.” Medical Subject Headings (MeSH) terms and synonyms of the keywords were used as needed. As recommended by Aveyard and Bradbury-Jones (2019), Boolean operators “AND/OR” were used to combine the keywords into searchable strings and expand or narrow the search to specific keywords. The search was limited to articles published from 2018 to 2025 to acquire the most recent and best-available evidence for the topic. Studies published in English and investigating or reporting about the effects of MI on medication adherence among adults were considered for inclusion. Pertaining to study designs, the inclusion criteria focused on randomized controlled trials (RCTs), systematic reviews, meta-analyses, quasi-experimental studies, mixed-methods studies, and individual qualitative or quantitative studies were considered for inclusion. Conversely, articles published in languages other than English, focusing on pediatric populations, using behavioral interventions other than MI, and/or not focused on medication adherence were excluded. Initially, the search canvassed the literature without discriminating physical and mental health conditions. The literature on physical health conditions would primarily be used as background and supporting literature for the SPP. 
	Selecting appropriate evidence requires understanding the difference between empirical, non-empirical, and supporting literature. Empirical literature characterizes original research focused on specific questions or hypotheses and often published in academic journals. As noted by Lamé et al. (2020), this literature offers empirical evidence that meets or exceeds the needs and expectations of the stakeholders. Therefore, this could include quantitative, qualitative, or mixed-methods research providing evidence on MI and medication adherence collected directly from participants. On the contrary, non-empirical literature encompasses research founded on previous empirical studies, including systematic reviews, meta-analyses, and clinical practice guidelines. The research combines, describes, summarizes, and evaluates previous evidences or commentary or discussions on theories, methods, interventions, and their implications for practice (Snyder, 2019). While rooted on empirical literature, it does not require to be data-driven. For instance, meta-analysis, systematic reviews, and other forms of reviews could be crucial non-empirical sources summarizing the efficacy of MI in addressing nonadherence to psychotropic medications. Finally, supportive literature provides broad discussions relevant to a topic. It could include theoretical frameworks, expert opinions, theoretical frameworks, policy discussions, or best practice recommendations. Empirical studies could also be considered as supportive literature if they only offer background information relevant to the topic. For the SPP, relevant supportive literature could include studies focused on self-care deficit theory (SCDT) or studies on the theoretical components of MI. Combining the different sources would offer a strong foundation for the project by providing evidence supporting the efficacy of MI, theories explaining its effects on adherence, and alignment of the intervention with guidelines and best practices applicable to real-world settings.
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